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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 1-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. For example independent claim 1 recites limitations such as detect which one 
of the plurality of registered communication devices was used to view notification first, 
and rout the call to the registered communication device that was used to view the 
notification first. Examiner is unable to find support for this in Applicant's specification.. 
In view of this, it is assumed that call is routed to the communication device that 
answered the call in response to hearing notification first among registered 
communication devices. Other independent claims 7, 15, 24 have similar limitations. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1 , 3-6, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Archer (US PAT: 6,683,870, filed 6-25-1998) in view of Reding et al. (US 
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2004/0264654A1, Provisional application No. 60/436,018, filed on Dec. 26-2002, 
hereinafter Reding). 

Regarding claim 1, Archer discloses an intelligent interactive call handling 
system, comprising: a central office in (118, fig. 2) to trigger a query responsive to 
receiving a call request to a called party, a call handling device (128, fig. 2) operable to 
receive query, and trigger an internet call routing query, an internet call routing system 
(figs. 2-3) coupled to the call handling device, the internet call routing system operable 
to receive internet call routing query, send a prompt notification of the incoming call to 
the called party at a plurality of registered communication devices (120a, 120b, 134a, 
134b, fig. 2), detect which one of the plurality of registered communication devices was 
used to hear the notification first, and rout the call to the registered communication 
device that was used to hear the notification first (figs. 1-4, col. 4, line 18 - col. 7, line 
22). 

Archer differs from claim 1 in that although he teaches sending incoming call 
notification to a plurality of registered communication devices (120a, 120b, 134a, 134b, 
fig. 2) in the form of audio such as telephone ringing and user responding to the call and 
connecting the call to one of the registered communication devices which responded 
first as seen above, but he does not specifically teach sending visual notification of the 
incoming call to registered communication devices. 

However, Reding discloses methods and systems for notification of call to device 
which teaches the following: sending visual notification of the incoming call to registered 
communication devices (paragraph: 0104). 
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Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify Archer's system to provide for the following: sending 
visual notification of the incoming call to registered communication devices as this 
arrangement would provide one of the method, among many possible methods, of 
sending incoming call notification so that user can respond to the call as shown by 
Reding. 

Archer differs from claim 3 in that hoe does not specifically teach the following: 
presence engine coupled to the internet call routing system, the presence engine being 
operable to determine the presence of any of the at least one registered communication 
device. 

However, Reding teaches the following: presence engine coupled to the internet 
call routing system, the presence engine being operable to determine the presence of 
any of the at least one registered communication device (fig. 5; paragraph: 0101). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify Archer's system to provide for the following: presence 
engine coupled to the internet call routing system, the presence engine being operable 
to determine the presence of any of the at least one registered communication device 
as this arrangement would facilitate sending notifications to the communication device 
of the user depending upon his presence as taught by Reding. 

Regarding claim 4, Archer teaches the following: internet call routing query 
comprises an account number associated with called party, a phone number associated 
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with called party, a registration identification associated with the called party, and a 
certificate associated with the called party (fig. 4; col. 6 lines 30-62). 

Regarding claim 5, Archer teaches the following: a gateway (126, fig. 2) coupled 
between the call handling device and internet call handling system, the gateway being 
operable to translate protocols between the signaling system 7 (reads on telephone 
signaling) and internet protocol (col. 5, lines 33-46). 

Archer differs from claim 6 in that he does not explicitly teach the following: at 
least a short message server, an electronic mail server, an instant messaging server, 
etc , the servers being coupled internet call routing system, and being operable to 
forward the notification to registered communication device responsive to instructions 
from the internet call routing system. 

However, Reding teaches the following: at least a short message server, an 
electronic mail server, an instant messaging server, etc , the servers being coupled 
internet call routing system, and being operable to forward the notification to registered 
communication device responsive to instructions from the internet call routing system 
(paragraphs: 0102-0106). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify Archer's system to provide for the following: at least a 
short message server, an electronic mail server, an instant messaging server, etc , the 
servers being coupled internet call routing system, and being operable to forward the 
notification to registered communication device responsive to instructions from the 
internet call routing system as this arrangement would facilitate visual notification of 
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incoming call to the registered communication devices as taught by Reding, thus 
facilitating the user to receive incoming call notification for display and respond 
according to user preferences. 

Claim 7 is rejected on the same basis as claim 1. 

Regarding claim 8, Archer teaches the following: a database (138, fig. 2) 
operable to store a profile associated with called party including a list comprising the at 
least one registered communication device, the database being operable to provide the 
list associated with the called party to the presence logic (col. 6 lines 31-38). 

Claim 9 is rejected on the same basis as claim 6. 

Claim 10 is rejected on the same basis as claim 4. 

Regarding claim 14, Archer teaches the following: at least one registered 
communication device comprises at least one of a cellular phone (fig. 1 ) and internet 
protocol phone (134a, col. 7 lines 3-4). 

Claim 15 is rejected on the same basis as claim 1. 

Claim 16 is rejected on the same basis as claim 8. 

Claim 20 is rejected on the same basis as claim 6. 

Claim 21 is rejected on the same basis as claim 14. 

Claim 22 is rejected on the same basis as claim 4. 

Claim 24 is rejected on the same basis as claim 1 . 

Claim 25 is rejected on the same basis a claim 8. 

Claim 29 is rejected on the same basis as claim 6. 

Claim 30 is rejected on the same basis as claim 14. 
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Claim 31 is rejected on the same basis as claim 4. 

5. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Archer in 
view of Reding as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Cermak et al. (US 
6,763,095, filed 9-24-2002, hereinafter Cermak). 

The combination differs from claim 2 in that he does not teach the following: 
certificate authority coupled to internet call routing system, certificate authority being 
operable to authenticate the called party by searching a customer database for current 
subscription and payment information. 

However, Cermak teaches the following: authentication system by using 
certificate provide by Public key Infrastructure (34, col. 5, line 60 - col. 6, line 2). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify the combination to provide for the following: certificate 
authority coupled to internet call routing system, certificate authority being operable to 
authenticate the called party by searching a customer database for current subscription 
and payment information as this arrangement would provide means for identifying and 
authenticating users of the system, thereby providing means for checking the eligibility 
of users to use resources offered by the network. 

6. Claims 13,17-18, 19, 26-27, 28, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Archer in view of Reding as applied to claim s 7, 15, 24 above, and 
further in view of Balasuriya (US 2003/0041048). 
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The combination differs from claims 13,17-18, 26-27 in that it does not teach the 
following: rules engine being operable to parse at least one rule associated with the 
called party, the profile also including one rule for processing the call. 

However, Balasuriya teaches the following: rules engine (34, fig. 1 ) being 
operable to parse at least one rule associated with the called party, the profile also 
including one rule for processing the call (fig. 1, paragraph: 0019). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify the combination to provide for the following: rules engine 
being operable to parse at least one rule associated with the called party, the profile 
also including one rule for processing the call as this arrangement would facilitate call 
processing based on rules set by the subscriber as taught by Balasuriya (see claim 1 ). 

Regarding claims 19, 28, the combination teaches the following: prompt is an 
internet based message (paragraph: 0104). 

7. Claims 11-12, 23, 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Archer in view of Reding as applied to claims 7, 15, 24 above, and further in view 
of Cermak. 

The combination differs from claims 11-12, 23 and 32 in that it does not teach the 
following: authentication logic coupled to the receive logic operable to employ the 
certificate associated with the called party to authenticate the called party, 
authentication logic authenticates the called party, and assures that the called party 
continues to subscribe to a service provided by the internet call routing system, using 
the certificate associated with the called party to authenticate the called party. 



Application/Control Number: 10/755,491 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2614 

However, Cermak teaches the following: authentication system by using 
certificate provide by Public key Infrastructure (34, col. 5, line 60 - col. 6, line 2). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify the combination to provide for the following: 
authentication logic coupled to the receive logic operable to employ the certificate 
associated with the called party to authenticate the called party, authentication logic 
authenticates the called party, and assures that the called party continues to subscribe 
to a sen/ice provided by the internet call routing system, using the certificate associated 
with the called party to authenticate the called party as this arrangement would provide 
means for identifying and authenticating users of the system, thereby providing means 
for checking the eligibility of users to use resources offered by the 

Response to Arguments 
8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melur Ramakrishnaiah whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8098. The examiner can normally be reached on 9 Hr schedule. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Curt Kuntz can be reached on (571 ) 272-7499. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Melur Ramakrishnaiah 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2614 




